Co-Managing Nature

India’s Dual Pillars of Forest and Wildlife Conservation

An analysis of how top-down institutional frameworks and bottom-up community
traditions synthesize to protect the world’s most diverse ecological web.
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The Maturation of State Consewation

(1972-1991)
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O 1972-1973:
// The Megafauna Focus

Launch of the Wildlife Protection
Q Act and Project Tiger (populations

SN plummeted from 55,000 to 1,827).

/' /  Focus purely on banning hunting of

. high-profile targets.
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1980 & 1986:
The Micro-Fauna Shift

The umbrella widens significantly.
Hundreds of butterflies, moths,
beetles, and one dragonfly species
are added to the protected list.
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The Botanical Baseline

The conservation lens shifts to holistic
biodiversity. Plant species (starting with
six) are added to the protected list for
the very first time.
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Bureaucratic Boundaries:
Classifying the Forest Estate

Reserved Forests

Scale: >50% of total forest
land.

Status: The most valuable
for conservation;
permanent forest estates.

Key Regions: MP (75% of
state forest), J&K, Kerala,
Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu.

Protected Forests

Scale: ~33% of total forest
area.

Status: Protected
specifically from any
further depletion.

Key Regions: Bihar,
Haryana, Punjab, Rajasthan,
Odisha.

Unclassed Forests

Scale: Remaining area.

Status: Wastelands and
forests belonging to both
government and
private/local communities.

Key Regions: North-eastern
states and parts of Gujarat.
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The Unwritten Zoning Laws: Sacred Groves

The Species Guardians: Mundas & Santhals
__-- protect Mahua and Kadamba trees.
% Odisha/Bihar tribals protect Tamarind and

The Philosophy: Nature worship dictates that 'J MANE0 USes: % ‘g %

all creations of nature must be protected. - __

These virgin forests are left completely
untouched. ‘
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The Faunal Integration: In Bishnoi villages in
e Rajasthan, herds of blackbuck, nilgai, and
peacocks live seamlessly within the community.
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The Power of Grassroots Mobilization
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Direct Legislation | e _ '- | _ :
(Alwar, Rajasthan) \ Direct Action Agricultural Alternatives
& - | (Himalayas) | (Tehri)
Inhabitants of five villages rejected E ' | -
government involvement to declare 1,200 + | The Chipko Movement successfully resisted Beej Bachao Andolan and Navdanya
hectares as the Bhairodev Dakav 'Sonchuri’, 3 - deforestation through physical intervention proved that diversified crop production is
enforcing their own strict anti-hunting i ! and proved the viability of community | economically viable without the use of
rules and repelling encroachment. g | afforestation with indigenous species. synthetic chemicals.
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Two Approaches, One Objective

%E ——— The Conservation Modalities Matrix ——— o WE
i

Top-Down: Institutional Model Bottom-Up: Cultural Model

Source of Authority: Wildlife
Protection Act (1972) & Forest
Department decrees.

<9, Source of Authority: Indigenous
S\ Dbelief systems, spiritual reverence,
and local livelihood survival.

Mechanism: Formal boundaries,
hunting bans, top-down funding

(Project Tiger).

Mechanism: Sacred Groves, local
patrols, direct resistance (Chipko).

Drawback: Lacks formal legal
recognition and national-scale
infrastructure.
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~ Drawback: Often struggles to
| control local encroachment without
community buy-in.




The Synthesis: Joint Forest Management (JFM)

1. State Authorization

Forest Department recognizes

degraded land and grants access.
(Formalized 1988, Odisha).

... Shared Yield

Communities receive non-timber
\ forest produce and a legal share
' #‘ of the harvested timber.
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3. Active Restoration (
) gL AN Locals actively protect and
"l _-' = form local protection RN 7 LIS AT lllﬁ manage the degraded plots.
. Q SY1  institutions. - "
¢~ Environmental reconstruction only works when local 3 9

féﬁcommumtles are at the center-stage of decision-making. |



The Benevolent
Organism

‘ ‘ The tree is a peculiar organism of
unlimited kindness and benevolence and
makes no demand for its sustenance, and
extends generously the products of its
life activity. It affords protection to all
beings, offering shade even to the axemen

who destroy it.
— Gautama Buddha (487 B.C.)

True conservation requires developmental activities that are
people-centric, environment-friendly, and economically rewarding.




